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Foreword

The Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary

of Defense (Manpower, Installations and Logistics), has responsibility for

policy oversight i., the area of military enlistment standards. Congress has
'- "urged the Department of Defense (DoD) and the Services to develop a strong

foundation of empirical research upon which enlistment standards can be based.

The particulars of these standards may be an important issue in planning for
the coming decade when a dwindling supply of young people will be available as

potential military accessions. At present, enlistees must meet minimum stan-

dards in terms of age, citizenship, physical and medical fitness, moral fit-

ness, aptitude test scores, and educational level. While test scores and

I-- 'educational level have been shown to help predict military performance,
!'•,•' •'current standards result in teacceptance of many persons who subsequently

failto complete their terms satisfactorily. As many as 15-20 percent of high

school graduates and 30-40 percent of non-high school graduates are separated

.from the prior to completion of the first term because of failure to

meet behavior or performance criteria.

At a time when the costs of selecting, classifying, training, and equip-

F ping new recruits are extremely high, it is important to try to minimize the

-enlistment ofaccessions who will fail to complete their first term. These

SIconcerns led the Directorate for Accession Policy, OASD(MI&L), to contract

F" with the Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO) for a study of exist-

ing enlistment criteria and the collection of data that could lead to improved

criteria. That project, "Evaluation and Improvement of Educational and rMIoral

Standards for Entry into the Armed Forces," began in March 1982.

"To fulfill the project objectives, HumRRO has undertaken both analyses of

"F- existing data reflecting upon the predictive validity of current enlistment

@4 •standards and the collection of more detailed background information on sam-

"ples of FY 1983 applicants and recruits. Between February and June of 1983,

over 34,000 military applicants and 40,000 recruits drawn from all four Ser-

.. -- vices completed the Educational and Biographical Information Surveýy (FRIS), a

-, II,,

4 °



-- 1HumRRO-designed instrument designed to elicit more extensive information con-

*, cerning educational experiences and past behavior than is collected through

current military screening practices.

As the individuals who took the EBIS move through their first terms of

service, performance data will be collected and the predictive value of EBIS

.. items will be analyzed. An overall evaluation of education and moral stzn-

dards and suggested recommendations for streamlining or modifying procedures

.- and criteria will be made after analysis of the £IS data.

In the course of this project, a great deal of information concerning the

. characteristics and military performance of General Educational Development

(GED) high school equivalency credential holders was obtained. During this

, - same time period, the favorable recruiting market coupled with the Services'

emphasis on recruiting high school graduates made it more difficult for GED

holders to qualify for military service. Consequently, Service enlistment

policies vis-a-vis GED holders became a major concern of the GED Testing

Servicc of the American Council on Education.

The Department of Defense has worked with GED personnel to clarify mili-

tary enlistment policies and to ensure that GED holders applying for military

service are treated equitably. This report is a direct result of the intErest

expressed by both the GED Testing Service, and tre Departments of Education
F and Defense.

"In addition to background information on the GED testing program and

existing Service policies with regard to GED holders, empirical data have been

compiled from a variety of sources. Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) files

have been used to tabulate information on both the demographic characteristics

and the '.ilitary performance of GED accessions over the past five years. A

tape supplied by the GED Testing Service and linked to D8iDC accession files

permitted analyses of the relationship between subtest scores on the GED and

on the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). The sample of GED

L . ...iii



"holders who took the EBIS administered in the spring of 1983 as part ot

HumRRO's Standards project provided a mechanism for checking the specific

educational backgrounds of individuals coded as GED holders on DMDC records.

Thus, this report contains a variety of different types of information and is
-\. -- intended as a reference document reporting what we have learned about GED

holders in the military.

The authors gratefully acknowledge the contributions of individuals from

several organizations external to HumRO. Dr. W. S. Sellman, Acting Director,
S"•Access-ion Policy, within the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense(Manpower, Installations & Logistics) served as Technical Monitor for the

Standards project. He and Dr. Anita S. Lancaster, also of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense, provided valuable guidance, comments, and

- suggestions with respect to this report. The support of the Defense Manpower

..Data Center (DMDC) and in particular Mr. Leslie W. Willis, Ms. Helen T. Hagan,

- 'and Ms. Carolyn Stewart proved invaluable. These individuals merged the GED

ano DMDC data files and retrieved the DMDC manpower data included in this

report. Gratitude is extended to Mr. Henry A. Spille, Mr. Douglas R. Whitney,

Mr. Andrew G. Malizio, and Mr. Wayne rI. Patience of the GED Testing Service of

the American Council on Education for providing the GED Testing Service data

-. as well as other information and guidance, which contributed to this report.
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[
Summary

between FYs 1977 and 1982, General Educational Development (GED) creden-
i.-.•i'tial holders comprised five percent of males and seven percent of females

entering a first term of military service. These proportions exceed the

representation of GED holders in the national youth population--GED holders

comprised 3.4 percent of 18 to 24 year olds in 1980, according to the Profile

of American Youth Study (Department of Defense, 1982). The Havy and Air Force

have generally had larger proportions of GED holders than the Army and the

Marine Corps.

Because high school graduates have been found to perform better in the

military, all Services give diploma graduates preference for enlistment, and

permit them to enter with lower aptitude scores than those required of GED

holders. GED holders are, in turn, preferred to nongraduates by all Services

except the Marine Corps, which does not distinguish between the latter two

It •- groilps for enlistment purposes.

The proportion of new recruits who hold GED credentials tends to fluctu-

ate with the recruiting market. A higher percentage of GED holders is

accepted in months when fewer high school diploma graduates are available.

Similarly, the proportion of GED holders among those enlisting in 1982 was
smaller than in previous years as a result of a highly favorable recruiting

market with an ample supply of diploma graduates seeking to enlist.

~-• The characteristics of accessions enlisted with GED credentials can be

compared to those of other education groups:



I'

e As a product of the different aptitude standards applied to the two

education groups, GED holders in military service are more likely than

high school graduates to have Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFOT)

L scores of 50 or above.

* GED holders in military service tend to be older than high school grad-

uate or nongraduate accessions.

a There is a smaller proportion of females among GED accessions than

among high school graduate accessions (but a larger percentage than

I among nongraduates).

a GED accessions are more likely than high school graduate accessions to

. be white.

.. - The homes of record for GED accessions are distributed geographically

"in a pattern similar to that of other education groups, but GED holders

K •are somewhat more likely than others to come from the South or West.

* t-

- .When measures of military performance are examined--whether total first-

term attrition, adverse attrition, months served prior to separation, or

i- Wretention beyond the first term--they all show similar patterns:

[ e Male accessions who are GED holders have 36-month total and adverse

attrition rates roughly twice as large as those of diploma graduates.

e For the FY 1977 and 1978 cohorts of male non-prior service accessions,

high school graduates served an average of 5.5 months longer than GED

S.-' holders. For those entering service in FY 1979, the difference was 3.4

months.

"* For the four groups analyzed, high school graduates were from 3 to 12

percent more likely than GED holders to still be in service after com-I-, 2-
. pletion of their initial terms. Thus, the higher propensity of GED

holders who are eligible for reenlistment to choose to do so, does not

completely compensate for- t, eir lower eligibility rate.

vi
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The examination of possible artifactual sources for the "GED-high school

grauuate attrition gap" found no extraneous variable that could account for a

"large part of those attrition differences.

- Within any given AFQT category, the 36-month attrition rate for GED

holders is at least 20 percent higher than that for diploma graduates.

" At all ages (at service entry), GED holders leave service for failure

to meet minimum behavioral or performance standards at rates consider-

ably higher than those for diploma graduates. However, attrition rates

vary with ace at service entry more for GED holders than for the other
two education groups. Older GED holders have lower attrition rates

.than GED holders who were younger at the time of service entry. Never-

theless, even among older accessions, GED holders experience adverse

attrition rates between 10 and 11 percent higher than those of high

school graduates of the same age.

. Within any of the eight DoD occupational specialty groupilng, the

36-month attrition rate for GED holders is consideribly higher than

that for diploma graduates. In fact, for 29 of the 32 Service-occupa-

tion group combinations, the GED attrition rate is more than double

that of high school graduates.

Another hypothetical contributor to the high attrition rates found when

L% -military performance data tor GED holders are analyzed is the possible inciu-

sion of large numbers of individuals in the GED group who have other equiva-

lency certificates and are not really GED credential holders. Because the

education credential codes used by the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) do

not include a code for high school equivalencies based on tests other than the

GED, it is quite possible that individuals with these other equivalencies are

included with GED holders in computing attrition rates. To estimate the

extent of this problem, the 1,442 recruits who were coded as GFD holders on

their W.WL)C records from among the 40,000 recruits who took the Educational and

vii



• Biographical Information Survey (EBIS) were identified. 01 these, 89 percent

I P indicated on the EBIS that they held a GED credential; 4 percent reported

holding un equivalency based on taking a test other than the GED; 3 percent[.

I. - said they had regular diplomas; and 2 percent said they had adult education

diplomas.

As a whole, these analyses add to the existing body of empirical support

for Service policies treating GFD holders as less preferred candidates for

enlistment than high school graduates. Research aimed at isolating variables

characterizing the best risks from among GED holders is recommended.

I-,.
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Background

Beginning with the Air Force in 1961, the Military Services instituted

I differential aptitude standards based on education level. By 1966, all four

Services were using education criteria in conjunction with aptitude test

ID scores to screen individuals for enlistment (Kim, Karpinos, Schwarz, & Slott,

1978). Specifically, since that time, non-high school graduates have been

required to achieve higher aptitude scores than high school graduates to

I.. qualify for service.

This differential standard grew out of work on unsuitability discharges

of Air Force enlistees (Flyer, 1959). High school graduates were found to be

much less likely than nongraduates to be discharged for failure to meet mifti-

mum behavioral or performarce criteria. This result has been corroborated in

subsequent studies across all Services (e.g, Cheatham, 1978; Eister & Flyer,

1981; Flyer & Elster, 1983; Sinaiko, 1977; Scrull, 1974; Toomepuui, 1981) and

provides the rationale for the more stringent aptitude test score standards

applied to non-high school graduates. The intent is to accept only the "best"

(i.e., those with higher aptitude scores) from among the less preferred non-

high school graduate candidates.

__.; •Inidially, persons possessing a General Educational Development (GED)

high school equivalency credential were classified as high school graduates

and, thus, they were a subset of the preferred grcup of applicants. However,

research began to accumulate, and the findings indicated that GED credential

recipients did not perform as well as holders of regular high school diplomas.

As a result of this research, the enlistment classification of GED credentidl

•• holders was changed in the 1970s. Currently, all Services require individuals

2-'

•.. -q J

.Ld ,



r. .
F. .with GEDs to obtain higher aptitude scores than those set for high school

diploma graduates. The Army, Navy, and Air Force use a three-category system

"for classifying education credentials. The enlistment aptitude requirements

"- "set by these Services for GED credential holders lie between the aptitude

* minimums set for high school diploma graduates and non-high school graduates.

The Marine Corps uses a two-category system--high school diploma graduate and

non-high school graduate with GEDs included in the latter category. The

Army's aptitude requirements for GEDs appear to be only slightly less strin-

gent than (and functionally are the same as) those for nongraduates (Eitel-

berg, Laurence, & Waters with Perelman, 1984). The Navy and Air Force, on the

* rn•ther hand, admit GED credential holders with aptitude scores considerably

lower than the minimums set for non-high school graduates.

In general, military adjustment data showing performance differences

.5 _l between education categories provide the rationale for enlistment screening

'. practices which differentiate by education level. The most researched mili-

tary performance criterion is first-term attrition. First-term attrition is

* Ithe failure on the part of enlisted recruits to complete successfully their

initial period of obligation; that is, they separate from service prior to the

end of their contracted enlistment term. The high school diploma is the best

"-• •_single indicator (presently and readily available) of a person's potential for

adapting to the demands of military life as measured by satisfactory comple-

tion of the first term of enlistment (Department of Defense, 1978). A high

"! •school diploma graduate has almost an 80-percent probability of completing the

"first three years of service, while the probability for nongraduates averages

around 60 percent (Department of Defense, 1981). The probability of attrition

among GED credential recipients is generally closer to that of nongraduates

2
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(Elster & Flyer, 1981; Laurence, 1983a). Such findings are very robust across

[4 5 Services and accession cohorts and demonstrate the validity of differential

"_ enlistnent policies with regard to these credentials.

The present report addresses concerns of the public and education commun-

ity regarding the content and rationale of military enlistment policies and

the issue of whether GED credential holders are treated equitably. Because of

the relative wealth of military data relating to GED holders, it was possible

to devote an entire technical report to them and their treatment in the

enlistment application process. Detailed demographic and performance data on

military applicants and recruits who hold GED credentials will be presented

follow-Ing a brief discussion of the GED program's origins and current prac-
t ce•--i rices.

i- 1
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GED Program: Origins and Current Practices

S FMany young men who were called to arms in the 1940s interrupted their

-education to serve in World War II. Concern developed over compensating

returning veterans for their departure from formal educational activities and

facilitating ti,eir readjustment to civilian life. Accordingly, the United

States Armed Forces Institute (USAFI) testing experts were asked to develop an

instrument which could be used to confer high school diploma equivalency

status on soldiers who, although they had not finished high school, had equiv-

alent academic skills and abilities. In this endeavor, the USAFI examination

staff worked with an advisory committee established with the support of the

American Council on Education, the National Association of Secondary School

Principals, and Lhe regional accrediting associations. Thus, in 1943, the

General Educational Development (GED) high school equivalency program was

born.

The GED program was designed to measure the academic skills that are

typical of a sound general high school education. This was accomplished

through a battery of five equally weighted tests that measured writing skills,

-) social studies, -cience, reading skills, and mathematics content areas. Test-

ing time for this multiple-choice format battery was 10 hours. The GLD

subject areas correspond to the basic high school curriculum, but their

specific content is designed to avoid penalizing candidates who lack recent

classroom experiences. The GED tests measure retention of broad concepts arid

the ability to comprehend, evaluate, and reason within the five content areas.

L"Fhey do not require rote memorization of facts and details.

I
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Soldiers' GED test scores were interpreted by showing their standing

relative to contemporary high school students. The original GED tests were

normed on a sample of graduating high school seniors tested in 1943. Scores

were, and continue to be, reported in terms of a standard score scale with a

range from 20 to 80, a mean of 50, and a standard deviation of 10.

Since 1943, there has been tremendous and continued growth in the GED

program. Shortly after World War II came to a close, the program was opened

to civilians. From that point on, the American Council on Education (ACE)

took over most of the USAFI's responsibilities for the guidance and direction

-of the GED program. In the 1950s, the states began to issue high school

equivalency credentials based upon passing the GED tests. This development

expanded the program's orientation from its original goal--to enhance

veterans' ability to qualify for jobs or pursue postsecondary education upon

discharge--to encompass providing civilians with the opportunity to obtain a

diploma equivalent without finishing high school.

GED test norms have been periodically upd,.ted to ensure that they are

representative of conte2mporary graduating seniors. Subsequent to the original

norming in 1943, norming studies have been conducted in 1955, 1967, and 1980.

The length of the test battery was shortened from the original 10 to 6 hours,

and the tests' content was updated in 1977.

Today the GED testing program is operated jointly by the GED Testing

Service of the American Council on Education (ACE) and each state department

of education. ACE's Commission on Educational Credit aw.l Credentials is

responsible for nationwide GED policies and is the aavisory body for the GED

H Testing Service. The individual states supervise the testing activities and

I vS
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each sets its own requirements. All 50 states, the District of Columbia,

S3U.S. Territories, and nine Canadian provinces and territories currently admin-

ister the GED tests. The tests are given at regular intervals at designated

testing centers. In the United States there were 2,745 official GED centers

in operation in 1982 (General Educational Development Testing Service, 1982a).

Although the GED program receives nationwide policy oversight, adminis-

trative procedures vary by state. States employ one of three types of minimum

requirements for passing: (1) an overall average score for all five tests;

(2) a minimum for each test or an average score for the entire battery; or (3)r.
a minimum for each test and an overall average for the battery. States must

i• set minimum requirements at or above the Commission on Educational Credit and

r. ..- • Credential's standard, which is a minimum of 40 on each test or a mean of 45

for the entire battery. Most states use the third approach to setting stan-

dards with their actual requirements being a 35 minimum and a 45 average

score. Although this may appear to be more lenient than the Commission's

"minimum, it is not, since only 69 percent of the 1980 norming group met this

requirement as opposed to 74 percent who met the 40 or 45 standard (General

Educational Development Testing Service, 1982b).

States also have differing residency, age, and length of time away from

] -, school requirements for taking the GED tests and issuing the GED credential.
I-'

1% The latter requirements are imposed to avoid encouraging individuals to drop

out of high school. Age requirements are used for much the same purpose. In

some instances, an individual can take the GED tests, pass them, but not bek:
awarded the equivalency credential until ne or she has reached a certain age

or until the high school class that the person would have belonged to has

graduated, Residency requirements are used to guard against making it easy
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for someone to travel among testing centers until the easiest requirements are

found or the battery is passed.

Within the United States, 756,155 persons took the GED tests in 1982, and
LI. - -

approximately two-thirds earned scores that qualified them for the credential

00 in accordance with state criteria. According to a 1980 survey conducted by

the GED Testing Service, approximately five percent of examinees take the GED

tests primarily to enhance their probability of acceptance into military

service (General Educational Development Testing Service, 1981). Slightly

more females (i.e., 58 percent) than males were in the survey sample of GED

test takers. However, estimates from the 1980 youth population (Department of

Defense, 1982) indicated that among 18 to 23 year olds, more males than

females actually possessed a GED equivalency credential (57 vs. 43 percent,

respectively). Data from this latter nationally representative sample showed

also that 66 percent of GED holders were white, 13 percent were Hispanic, and

21 percent were black. These figures coincided with those in the GED survey,

which found that roughly 79 percent of surveyed test takers were white

* * (including Hispanic) and 18 percent were black. The average age of examinees

in the GED survey was 25, and approximately 37 percent were 19 years of age or

"younger. Most GED examinees came from the South (38 percent). followed in

order by the Northeast (24 percent), North Central (21 percent), and the West

(16 percent).
J.

Although all states issue a credential on the basis of the GED tests, the

actual title of the credential varies from state to state. I-ost states issue

a credential which bears the word "equivalency"; however, some issue creden-

tials labeled "high school diploma" that may be indistinguishable from regular

high school diplomas. In addition, in some instances it may b- possible for

7
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individuals to obtain a regular diploma from their local school on the basis

of GED testing. Regardless of the exact title, the GED credential is obtained

in the same manner by all, and signifies that the holder possesses the know-

-: ledge and skills generally associated with high school instruction--that is,

it is designed to be academically equivalent to the traditional diploma

q.I

(Laurence, 1983).

.- '
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Characteristics of Military Accessions Holding GEDs

A Between 1977 and 1982, GED high school equivalency credential holders

comprised five percent of Dot male non-prior service accessions and seven

percent of female accessions. Since 1976, the percentage of GED holders in

I L each Service has ranged from a low of 2.6 percent for the Marine Corps in 1979

to a high of 11.8 percent for the Navy in 1981. As shown in Table 1, the

percentage of GED holders in the Navy and the Air Force increased during the

late 1970s. In contrast, the Army and the Marine Corps have never had more

than five percent GED accessions. To a large extent, these accession figures

_are products of different enlistment policies: The Navy and Air Force allow

GED holders to enter with lower AFQT scores than those required of nongradu-

ates while the Harine Corps and, for all practical purposes, the Army do not.

The sharp drop in the percentage of GED holders in the Air Force since the

I E peak year of 1980 reflects the Air Force's recent success in recruiting high

school graduates.
Table 1

Percentage of Accessions With GED High School Equivalency
Credentials by Service, FYs 1976-82

Service Fiscal Year!976a 1977 1978 i979 -QRn 1981 1982
I)

Army 5.1 3.4 3.6 5,0 3.7 3.0 2.7

Navy 4.6 4.5 6.3 6.1 8.8 11.8 11.4

Air Force 4.6 3.7 7.6 9.1 11.2 7.3 3.6

.Marine Corps 3.3 3.0 2.8 2.6 3.4 4.1 3.8

-. ' Total DoD 4.6 3.6 5.1 5.9 6.4 6.6 5.3

Number 18,243 13,543 15.469 18,183 22,821 21,325 15,652

"Source: Defense Manpower Data Center, special analyses.
S..?. aDoes not include FY 1976 transition quarter (July-September 1976).

9



"Although they are not among the most preferred enlistment candidates, GED

I p credential recipients' representation in the military tends to exceed that in

the national population. In FYs 1981 and 1982, for example, roughly six

percent of new recruits had GED credentials, and in FY 1983, approximately
r -p four percent of recruits held GEDs. The corresponding percentage in the

national 18 to 23 year old population (as of 1980) is just 3.4 percent

(Department of Defense, 1982).

-° In FY 1982, the percentage of GEDs among enlistees decreased, particular-

ly in the Air Force, as the recruiting market became increasingly favorable.

This drop in accession rate has raised concern about the treatment of GED

credential holders applying for military enlistment. It should be pointed out

--•" that Service policies do not exclude GEDs from enlistment, but rather, as the

data in Table 1 indicate, the Services are maximizing their intake of better-

performing high school diploma graduates. All Services enlisted some GCi I

holders in 1982, but in a given month or at a particular site, ample supplies

of high school graduates may be available to meet recruiting goals. The

R Sfigures in Table 2 show the monthly fluctuations in the proportion of male

GEDs accessed within a single year. Generally, a smaller percentage of GEDs

"(and non-high school graduates) enter the military during the summer months

Swhen there is an adequate number of regular diploma graduates to fill military

- -i positions. In the Army, for example, the high point for male GEDs accessed in

1982 was in October (6.3 percent) and the low point was in June (0.4 percent).

GED holders are being enlisted, but supply and demand tend to dictate when.
I'.-,

"In addition to defining quality on the basis of education credentials,

"the Services also use aptitude scores as another primary quality indicator.

Scores on the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT)--the primary enlistment

10
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aptitude screen--are grouped into five main categories with two of the cate-

gories further subdivided as follows:

........ . _....- -------

AFQT Category Percentile Rancte

1 93-99 •
935-92) above average

Ir 1 65-92J

"IIIA 50-64k

IIIB 31-49) average

IVA 21-30)

IVB 16-201 below average

IVC 10-159

- V 1-9 markedly below average and
not eligible to enlist

An applicant's AFQT score is used to predict general military trainability.

For example, the training performance of persons scoring within the range of

AFQT Categories I and II tends to be above average and the periformance of

those scoring in Category IV tends to be below average. Because of differen-

*• tial training performance, time, and costs, the Services try to maximize the

enlistment of those in Categories IlIA and above.

The data in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 show the number of GED holders of each

sex and race by AFQT category among FY 1981 and 1982 accessions in the Army,

* Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, resnectively. For the Department of

Defense as a whole, GED accessions are more likely than high school graduate

accessions to have AFQT scores in Category IlIA or above (68 percent versus 57

percent for high school graduate males, 82 percent versus 55 percent of high

school graduate females in 1982).1 GED accessions are more likely th n high

IThis fact results from the higher aptitude standards applied to GE;' olders;
in the national population, high school graduates have higher AFQT s: :es than

. GED holders (Department of Defense, 1982).

7! 12



Table 3

ARMY

• FY 1981 and 1982 NPS Accessions by Education Level.
AFQT Category, Sex, and Racea

FY 1981

Whiteb Black

IMale Female Male Female

GED N t N Z N % I

AFQT I & II 750 28 107 34 47 11 4 7
AFQT IlIA 634 24 82 26 78 18 10 18
AFQT IIIB 1,176 44 121 38 285 65 41 72
AFQT IV 93 4 7 2 27 6 2 4

2,653 317 47

HSG

AFQT I & II 18.852 35 3,557 34 1,276 6 389 6
AFQT lilA 9.680 18 2,096 20 1,723 8 675 10
AFQT 1118 11,510 21 2,896 27 4,833 22 2,308 36

-I:Ii-AFQT IV 14 417 26 2 027 19 14 638 65 3 115 48

NHS

AFQT I & II 2,434 15 124 21 124 5 9 11
AFQT lilA 3,418 21 142 24 314 13 11 14
AFQT IIIB 8,807 55 299 51 1,463 61 50 62
AFQT IV 1,472 9 23 4 516 21 11 14

16-71 31 5-85 -2-1 81

FY 1982

Whiteb Black

Male Ferna 1 e riale Female
GED N % N I N 1 `1

AFQT I & 11 1,096 40 2 25 79 19 1 20
AFQT IlIA 1,044 38 3 38 152 37 2 40
AFQT IIIB 580 21 2 25 181 44 1 20
AFQT IV 4 0 1 12 1 0 1 20

F .. =SG
AFQT I & II 25,726 40 4,796 46 2,087 9 735 17
AFQT lilA 12.320 19 2,725 26 2,643 12 1,212 27
AFQT IIIB 14,750 23 2,778 27 7,181 32 2.420 54
AFQT IV 11,847 18 51 1 10,853 48 78 2

I. ... S

AFQT I A II 3.087 27 3 38 190 13 3 50
"AFQT ilIA 4,260 38 3 38 427 30 1 17
AFQT 1111 3,878 34 1 12 810 56 2 33
AFQT IV 28 0 1 12 7 0 0 0

',TF, M T-,-j

Source: Defense flanpower [)ata Conter.
acategory V and Unknown AR-TI cases are excluded.
bAll non-black accessions.

13
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Table 4

NAVY

FY 1981 and 1982 NPS Accessions by Education Level,
AFQT Category. Sex. and Racea

FY 1981

Whiteb Black

Male Female Male Female
G CED HN N N % N %

AFQT I & II 2,959 33 279 43 110 13 7 12
ArQT IlIA 2.499 28 186 29 244 38 12 21
AFQT IIIB 3,564 39 173 27 434 55 31 54
AFQT IV 53 1 14 2 8 2 7 12

HSG

"AFQT I & II 22,758 45 3,355 45 1,075 13 181 13
AFQT IlIA 10,301 21 1,865 25 1,134 13 303 22
AFQT IIlB 10,571 21 1,819 24 2.645 31 622 45

-IALQT IV 6 3713 467 6 3 61843 291 21
5N0S 11- 8v472

AFQT I & II 3,742 35 9 33 155 24 2 50
I, AFQT IliA 4,137 39 12 44 235 36 0 0

AFQT IHIB 2,689 25 6 22 245 38 2 50
AFQT IV 22 0 0 0 10 2 0 0

10,590 27 64" 4

FY 1982

Whiteb Black

Hale Female Hale Female
GED N % H % N % N

, AFQT I 11I 2,276 31 224 46 106 14 8 20

•LAFQT IlIA 2,119 29 150 31 215 27 13 33

AFQT 111b 2,970 40 117 24 454 58 17 4a
AFQT IV 16 0 0 0 10 1 2 5

HSG

AFQT I & 11 21,338 48 2,907 49 1,184 15 175 14
""" AFQT IlIA 9,083 20 1,389 23 1,250 16 295 23

"AFQT 111D 9,461 21 1,459 24 2.692 35 646 51
AFQT IV 4,533 10 229 4 2,659 34 134 11

I 44,415 5,984 7,781 1,2)0

AFOT I & II 2,441 33 3 23 106 22 0 0
- AFQT IliA 2,588 3S 4 31 164 32 1 50

"AFQT 1l1B 2,253 31 6 46 217 45 1 s0
AFQ1 IV 9 0 0 0 9 2 0 0

7,291 T1 -4

Source: Defense Manpower Data Center.
dCategory V and Ur.known ArQT cases are excluded.
ball non-black accessions.
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Table 5

AIR FORCE

FY 1981 NPS Accessions by Education Level,
AFOT Category, Sex, and Racea

FY 1981

Whiteb Black

Male Female Male Female
GED N % N Z N % N %

AFQT I A 1I 1,430 33 298 37 79 20 15 24
AFQT IlIA 2,032 47 339 42 230 57 27 43
AFQT IIIB 740 17 154 19 77 19 17 27
AFQT IV 139 3 20 2 18 4 4 6

T.XT

HSG

AFQT I A II 22.575 46 3,660 47 1,517 18 256 18
AFQ1 IlIA 11,495 24 2,100 27 2,015 24 443 31
AFQT IIIB 11,223 23 1,819 23 3,551 42 628 44
AFT I 3 599 7 282 4 1,379 16 107 7

HHS

AFQT I & II 2,011 95 231 94 96 87 5 71
AFQT IIIA 77 4 9 4 8 7 0 0
AFQT IIIB 27 1 4 2 6 5 2 29
AFQT IV 5 0 2 1 0 0 0 0

FY 1982

.Whiteb Black

Male Female Male Female
&ED H I N % N h H %

AFQT I & II 848 42 110 49 66 36 10 38

"AFQT IlIA 1,141 57 113 51 112 61 14 54
AFQT IIIB 14 1 0 0 5 3 2 8
AFQT IV 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 G

IHSG

AFQT I & II 21,437 47 3,377 52 1,639 20 309 21
"AFQT IlIA 10,556 23 1,661 26 2,002 24 473 33
"AFQT IIIB 10,601 23 1,356 21 3,771 45 608 42
AFQT IV 2,808 6 117 2 990 12 53 4

45,402 6,511 T, T.-"

AFQT I & 11 862 92 77 93 37 76 2 100
AFOT IIIA 58 6 6 7 7 14 0 0
AFQT IIIB 14 1 0 U 5 10 0 0
AFQT IV 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

97 -8 49 -

II Source: Defense Manpower Data Center.

aCate!ory V and Unknown fFQT cases are eAClUdeJ.
bAll non-black accessions,
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Table 6

MARINE CORPS

FY 1981 and 1982 HPS Accessions by Education Level,
"AFQT Category. Sex. and Racea

i-' "-FY 1981I -"

, : Wiit•b Black

Male Female Male Female
GED N % N % N % N %

AFOT III 496 33 0 0 27 19 0 0
AFQT IIIA 479 32 0 0 35 25 0 0
AFQT IIIB 508 34 0 0 62 44 0 0
AFQT IV 31 2 0 0 16 11 0 0

HSG9,7 94

AFQ'f I & 11 9,074 38 984 55 595 10 137 33
AFQT IlIA 5,338 22 683 38 875 15 228 56
AFQT 1110 6,470 27 124 7 2,316 40 45 11

- : • -==ýýAFQT IV 2,889 12 0 0 1 938 34 0 0

AFQT I & II 1,642 28 6 75 97 13 1 50
AFQT flIA 1,790 31 2 25 204 27 1 50
AFQT H11 2,115 37 0 0 361 48 0 0
AFQT IV 219 4 0 0 90 12 0 0

FY 1982

Whiteb Black

Male Female Male Female
GED N z 11 % N % N Z

AFOT 1 11 396 32 1 s0 23 16 0 0
"AFQT IlIA 387 32 1 so 4S 32 0 0

~T IXIB 431 35 0 0 70 50 0 0
AFQT IV 5 0 0 0 3 2 0 0

HSG

AFQT I & 11 9,010 39 1,002 60 636 12 136 35
AFQT IlIA 5,244 23 665 40 976 18 254 65
AFQT IIIB 6,893 30 9 1 2,602 49 2 1
A 10r1 Iv 1.996 9 0 0 1,121 21 1 0

J.': AFrjT I & 1[ 1,085 29 4 80 64 16 2 100

AFQT IIIA 1,232 33 1 20 128 31 0 0
AFQ7 1118 1,419 38 0 0 214 52 0 0
AFQT Iv 15 0 0 0 5 1 0 0

Source: Defense Mianpower Data Center.

aCategory V and Unknown AFQT cases are excluded.
.bAll nun-black accessions.
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"school graduates to be white (92 percent white compared to 80 percent for high

3 school graduates among FY 1982 accessions) and are similar to nongraduate

_ accessions (91 percent white) in this regard. GED accessions include a
* •smaller proportion of females (five percent in FY 1981) than do high school

graduate accessions (13 percent female), but a larger proportion than nongrad-

- uates (under one percent female). These characteristics of GED accessions

reflect (1) differential enlistment standards for education groups and the two

sexes and (2) ethnic group differences in average AFQT scores.

In addition to providing GED accession characteristics, Tables 3-6

-.complement Table 1 by showing the effects of supply and demand on the number

U and distribution of different educational groups across consecutive fiscal

years. Just as fewer GEDs are enlisted during "better" recruiting months,
I ,

fewer GEDs and nongraduates are enlisted during better recruiting years, such

; Sas FY 1982. In the Air Force, for example, the number of GEDs accessions

decreased by over 50 percent in 1982, and the AFQT distribution for those who

were accepted was higher. The Navy and Marine Corps also show a decrease,

- Jthough a modest one compared to the Air Force, in the number of GED accessions

accepted in 1982. It should be noted in examining these accession figures,

~oweve. , that across all Services, fewer accCSsions were accepted in 1982, and

- a larger drop occurred among nongraduates than among GED holders. When

examining the characteristics of GED holders, or any group of accessions, the

effects of enlistment standards, policies, and supply and demand must be taken

into consideration.

I) . -

As shown in Table 7, GED holders tend to be somewhat older than other

accessions. Among FY 1982 accessions, for example, a larger percentage of GED

holders (44 percent) than of nongraduates (38 percent) or of high school grad-

"uates (20 percent) were age 20 years or older when they entered service.

-I •17
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In terms of geographic background, GED accessions are generally similar

to other accessions, as shown in Table 8. Modest differences do exist, how-

* ever. A larger percentage of GED holders than of nongraduates comes from the

South and West, and a smaller percentage of GED holders than of either non-
t.

S[; graduates or graduates comes from North Central states. This regional distri-

i .bution of GED accessions is quite similar to the national distribution of GED

holders.

I:
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Military Performance of GED Holders

I The military performance of GED holders, as measured by "suitability"

indices such as attrition rates, has been more similar to that of nongraduates

than to that of high school diploma graduates. Although differences between

education groups in terms of factors such as aptitude, age, and sex may

complicate comparisons, they do not account for the large differences in

"attrition rates between GED holders and high school diploma graduates.

Table 9 shows overall rates of attrition (premature first-term separation)

-Z. during the first three years of service for male FY 1979 accessions by

Table 9

Percent 0-36 Month Attrition for FY 1979 Male NPS Accessions,
by Service, AFQT Category, and Education Level

AFQT Category Service
and Education
Level Army Navy MC AF DoD

'. Category I & II
GED 45 35 34 43 40
HSG 15 17 19 19 17
NHS 41 36 38 47 41

-- Category IIIA
GED 46 40 48 50 47
HSG 21 20 23 24 22
NHS 43 40 42 45 42

Category 1IIB
GED 45 41 51 55 48
HSG 23 22 24 25 23

44 42 45 43 43

Category IV

GED 44 41 51 60 46
"HSG 23 28 30 27 26
--NHS 44 41 46 43 44

" 9!Source: Defense Manpower Data Center.
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education group and AFQT category. Within any given AFQT category, the attri-

I- p tion rate for GED accessions is at least 20 percentage points higher than that

for diploma graduates. In fact, on a DoD level for FY 1979 accessions in all

but the highest of these aptitude groups (Categories I and II), the attrition

rate for GED holders is higher than that for nongraduates. Table 10 shows the

rates of adverse attrition (premature separation for failure to meet minimum

behavioral or performance standards) among the three education groups for FY

1977-1979 male non-prior service accessions. Adverse attrition rates for male

GED holders have become as high or higher than those for nongraduates in every

SService except the Navy. Table 11 shows adverse attrition rates for female

accessions. Adverse attrition rates for female GED holders surpass those of

Table 10

Percent 0-3 o Moonth Adverse Attrition for FY 1977-1979
Male NPS Accessions by Education Level, Service, and Year of Accession

Fiscal Year of Accession
"- ' 'Service and

Education Level 1977 1978 1979
Army

GED 36 35 37
HSG i8 17 17
NHS 39 34 37

Navy
GED 33 29 30
HSG 16 14 16
NHS 37 29 33

Marine Corps
GED 33 32 35
HSG 14 15 17
NHS 31 29 34

Air Force
GED 33 40 41
HSG 16 17 17

* 1 NHS 37 36 38

L.'j Source: Defense Mlanpower Data Center.
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Table 11

Percent 0-36 Month Adverse Attrition for FY 1977-79
Female NPS Accessions, by Education and Service

"Service
Educa ti on

Level Army Navy Air Force Marine Corps

"GED 33 25 23 37
( 2 ,3 7 2)a (1,908) (3,206) (308)

"HSG 18 12 10 18
(50,133) (17,849) (33,096) (5,648)

NHS 25 17 26 19
"(927) (580) (1,690) (156)

aTotal number of female accessions FY77-79 appears in parentheses.

female non-high school graduates in three out of four Services. Thus, in

terms of military suitability, neither temale nor male holders of GED .-rederi-

tials have performed like high school graduates. In recent years, in fact,

they have tended to leave service at somewhat higher rates than those without

any secondary education credential.

A comparison of the data in Tables 10 and 11 shows that among GED hold-

ers, adverse attrition rates are higher for males than for females. The same
sex difference is found for- nongraduates and for Navy and Air Force high

school graduates. Among Army and Marine Corps FY 1979 high school graduates,

males and females showed very similar adverse attrition rates.

Table 12 shows adverse attrition rates for each education group by age at

entry. At every age and for each Service, attrition rates for GED holders are

much closer to those for nongraduates than to those for high school graduates.

In comparing GED holders' adverse attrition rates to those for other education

23
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groups, one notes that there is a stronger r-.lation between age and attrition

among GED holders than among the other two education groups. The education by

age interaction for GEDs compared to nongraduatts is illustrated in Figure 1.

For those below age 19, GED holders leave service at slightly higher rates

than nongraduates; among accessions age 20 or older, the nongraduates have

higher attrition rates. Although the highest single advetse attrition rate in

Table 12 is for GED holders who entered service at age 17, among individuals

age 21 or older. the adverse attrition rates for GED holders r-Ange from five

to seven percent below the corresponding rates for nongraduates. The magni-

tude of the difference between adverse attrition rates for GED hilders and

.. high school graduates varies with age also. Among those who were .7 or 18

years old at the time of entry, GED holders have an adverse attritioi rate

over 20 percent higher than that for diploma graduates Dod-wide. Among acces-
ai o 2i years or older at tL, ti,,ime of entry, the GED attrition ratc av.r-

ages 10 to 11 percent above that for high school graduates.

A perforunce measure related to attrition rate but more sensitive -

months served--was us-d in analyses of variance. The meLan number of mon-hs

served during the first three years of enlistment was compared for non-p-ior

service male accessions in the three education groups. Table 13 shows chese

means for each Service for FY 1977, 1978, and 1979 cohorts. For these

cohorts, the average high school graduate served roughly from 3.5 to 5.5 more

months of his term than the average GED holder. The relative persevearice of

GED holders compared to nongraduates changed over this time period. Among FY

197 accessions, GED holders served 1.2 months longer than nongradiates DoD-

wide, with averages between one and two months longer than those fcr nongradu-

ates in each Service except the Marine Corps. However, the FY 1978 cohort

shows a mixed pattern, and the FY 197; cohort shows the opposite relationship

25
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At Service Entry

26

"4



Ln.

Table 13

Mean Number of Months Served (0-36) by NPS Male Accessions,
by Year of Entry, Service, and Education Level

Educational Level
Servit* and

Year of Eniry GED HSG NHS

FY 1977
Army 23.45 28.89 22.46F Navy 23.53 29.18 21.46
Air Force 23.88 29.68 22.89
Marine Corps 23.20 29.23 23.18
"DoD 23,52 29.19 22.34

.FY 1978
• Army 24.42 29.72 24.92

Navy 25.03 29.64 24.71,
Air Force 22.90 29.85 24.52
"Marine Corps 24.66 29.15 24.57
"DoD 24.18 29.66 24.66

FY 1979
Army 20.73 24.36 20.92
Navy 21.69 23.88 20.92
Air Force 19.95 24.24 21.19
Marine Corps 20.40 23.60 21.53
DoD 20.71 24.09 21.02

"with nongraduates outlasting GED holders in three out of four Services. Among

F FY 1979 male accessions as a whole, nongraduates average one-third month

longer service than GED holders. In the Air Force and the Marine Corps, the

gap is wider--nongraduates on the average serve a full month longer than GED

holders. This trend is illustrated in Figure 2. Although these differences

do not sound large in magnitude, they are statistically significant.

Another measure of an individual's value to the service is retention

- beyond the first term. This variable is affected by both attrition rate and

propensity to reenlist. Although GED holders and nongraduates who success-

"fully complete their first term generally are more likely than high school
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diploma graduates to choose to reenlist, their chances of getting through an

initial term are considerably smallerr and they are less likely to be eligible

-to reenlist.

Retention rates are shown for recent cohorts of GED, nongraduate, and

graduate accessions, by AFQT category, in Table 14 for those who enlisted for

initial three-year terms and in Tabl 15 for those who enlisted for four-year

terms. Although differences between education groups are less pronounced when

retention rates are examined than when attrition is analyzed, high school

* graduates are retained to a greater extent than the other groups. Among

•-FY 1977 accessions, high school graduates were seven percent more likely than

GEDs to stay in service beyond an initial four-year term. Among FY 1978

Table 14

Retention Beyond the First 36 Months for FY 1978 and 1979
Accessions with Initial Three-Year Enlistmentsa

(percent)

AFQT Education Level
Category GED HSG NHS

FY 1978 Accessions

I & II 27 31 29
!i!A 30 31 28
IIIB 28 33 29
IV 33 36 31
Total 30 33 30

FY 1979 Accessions

I & II 29 36 30
IlIA 29 36 29
IIIB 31 37 30
IV 32 39 32
"Total 31 38 31

Source: Defense rManpower Data Center, special analyses.

aThose still in service beyond expiration of the initial term.
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Table 15

"Retention Beyond the First 48 Months for FY 1977 and 1978
Accessions with Initial Four-Year Enlistmentsa

(percent)

AFQT Education Level
"Category GED HSG NHS

FY 1977 Accessions
U

I & II 29 37 27
IIIA 25 30 22
IIIB 24 30 23
"IV 24 31 23
Total 26 33 23

FY 1978 Accessions

I & 1I 36 47 32
IlIA 28 41 28

---- ---- 11- -. . . . 28 4 40 28
IV 30 39 29
Total 31 43 29

Source: Defense Manpower Data Center, special analyses.
aThose still in service beyond expiration of the initial term.

- accessions, they were 12 percent more likely to stay beyond a four-year term

and three percent more likely to stay beyond a three-year term. FY 1979 high

school graduate accessions were seven percent more likely than GEDs to stay in

service beyond a three-year term. Thus, the higher propensity to reenlist

among GED holders and nongraduates is not sufficient to cumpensate completely

for their higher first-term attrition rates (relative to high school gradu-

ates). Differences among education groups are more pronounced among those

enlisted for four-year terms than among those enlisted for three-year terms.

I.
i-..

Occupational Assignments

L i, A potentially confounding variable in studies of attrition rates is

occupational assignment. Some military occupations have much stiffer training

"-. 30
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requirements than others; some provide training with greater value in the

civilian labor market; some offer bonuses for reenlisting; and some offer

better working conditions. Thus, differences across specialties in mean

attrition rates are to be expected, and do in fact occur. Differences among

education groups in terms of the occupations to which they are typically

assigned could be hypothesized as a potential contributor to differences in

attrition rates.

Tables 16, 17, 18, and 19 show the percentage of male accessions in the

three education groups assigned to each general occupational area for the

Y 1979-1982 cohorts. Although some specific occupations require a high

school diploma and do not accept GED holders, on a DoD-wide level the general

.- picture suggests that GED holders are distributed across occupational areas in

a manner roughly comparable to that of high school diploma graduates. The one

major exception is that GED holders consistently are more likety to lack a

specialty (i.e., be in training).

On a Service-by-Service level, some other differences in occupational

assignment patterns do become apparent. in the Navy, GED holders, like ron-

graduates, are less likely than high school graduates to be assigned to

electrical/mechanical equipment repair ratings but equally likely to be elec-

tronic equipment repairers. In the Air Force, GED holders are less likely

than either high school graduates or nongraduates to be placed in an elec-

tronic equipment repairman specialty. In the Marine Corps, GED holders enter-

ing between 1980 and 1982 have had an assignment pattern similar to that of

nongraduates: They are more likely to be assigned to combat specialties (or

training) and less likely to be electrical /mechanical equipment repairers or

service and supply handlers. (This findina is to be expected since the Mar*,ne
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Corps is the one Service where GED holders are regarded as nongraduates.) The

j similarity between GED holders and high school graduates in terms of assign-

ment patterns is most apparent in the Army, where they are both considerably

less likely than nongraduates to be assigned to a combat specialty.

To investigate whether these differences in assignment patterns were

largely accountable for the attrition rate differences among education groups,

attrition rates for each education group within occupation group and Service

were examined. These data, computed for the FY 1979, 1980, and 1981 male

i "non-prior service cohorts combined, are displayed in Table 20. As that tableI"

"[ shows, overall attrition rates vary considerably across occupation groups,

r ranging from 9 percent for code 1 - electronic equipment repair to 27 percent

for code 0 - infantry. The attrition rate for men without a specialty codei .- "

(assigned to training) was 68 percent DoD-wide and as high as 80 or 90 percent

in several Services. After the first 6 to 12 months of service, most recruits

have a specialty code. Lack of a code after this point in the first term of

enlistment generally indicates marginal performance and hence is often a pre-

P I. cursor to attrition.

V iAs Table 20 shows, there also are differences across the four Services in
L attrition rates for a given specialty area. For example, the average attri-

tion rates for men assigned to occupations coded electrical/mechanical equip-

;- ment repair were 21 percent in the Army, 9 percent in the Navy, 17 percent in

the Air Force, and 11 percent in the Marine Corps.

Differential effects of occupational assignment upon attrition rates for

the three education groups can be removed by comparing attrition rates for

high school graduates, nongraduates, and GED holders within each occupation

I i3
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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group within a given Service. These data show that for 29 of the 32

occupation-Service combinations, both GED holders and nongraduates have attri-

tion rates that are more than double the rate for high school graduates. Even

the three "exceptions" showed the same trend. In the infantry specialties of

the Marines, attrition rates were 32 percent for nungraduates, 31 percent for

GED holders, and 17 percent for high school graduates. Among medical/dental

specialties in the Navy the rates were 21 percent for nongraduates, 20 percent

for GED holders, and 11 percent for high school graduates. Among those

assigned t3 a specialty in group 4 (other technical specialties) in the

Marines, the nongraduate attrition rate is 16 percent compared to 9 percent

* for graduates, and there were too few GED holders in the specialty= to yield a

stable estimate of an attrition rate.

When viewed within occupation group and Service over these three cohorts

(FYs 1979-81), attrition rates for GED holders and non-high school graduates

are remarkably similar--typically within two percentage points of one another.

Thus, although occupational assignment patterns vary somewhat across education

groups, this analysis of attrition patterns within occupation groups suggests

that these differences do not mitigate the large gap between attrition rates

'- for high school graduates on the one hand and GED holders and nongraduates on

the other. In short, when their performance is measured by first-term attri-

tion and examined within occupation group and by Service, GED holders perform

like nongraduates and not like high school graduates.

(Codes for Education Level

GED holders' rate of attrition from military service has been rising

since the 1970s. At the same time, the number of alternative secondary

38
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education credentials available to young people has increased (Laurence,

1983). It has been speculated that the increased rate of premature separation

. recorded for GED accessions might be attributable, in part, to the way in

which education codes are assigned. If individuals with other types of high

school equivalency certificates are given the same code in Defense databases

as GED holders, attrition rates published 1cr GED holders might be contami-

nated by inclusion of these other groups.

The nearly 40,000 new recruits who took the Educational and Biographical

*" Information Survey (EBIS) in 1983 provided a means of checking the feasibility

of this conjecture. As part of an OSD-funded study to evaluate and improve

education standards for enlistment, EBIS respondents were asked detailed ques-

tions concerninig the type of education credential they held. Specifically,

they were asked both if they held a GED credential and if they held an equiva-

lency certificate based on a test other than the GED. Individuals' EBIS

response records subsequently were linked with their Defense Manpower Data

Center (DMDC) records, permitting a comparison of the education code recorded

by DMDC with the credential the individual reported on the EBIS. Table 21

shows this comparison, by Service. Overall, 89 percent of the recruits coded

.* as GED holders on their DMDC records reported holding GED credentials when

they took the EBIS. Thus, although DMDC files include some individuals with

other types of equivalencies who are coded as GEDs, the overwhelming majority

of the individuals coded as GED holders by DMDC appear to be individuals who
,=.

have in fact earned that credential. A few individuals coded as GED holders

by D[*iDC reported holding other types of equivalencies (four percent) or adult

education diplomas (two percent) when taking the EBIS, but these proportions

are riot large enough to seriously affect estimates of attrition rates for GED

holders as a whole.
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Table 21

Credential Reported by EBIS Recruit Respondents
Classified as GED Holders on DMDC Files

(percent)

Service

Credential Reported Air Marine
on EBIS Army Navy Force Corps DL'D

Regular Diploma 2 4 6 1 3

GED 90 87 90 92 89

Other Equivalency 3 6 2 4 4

Adult Education 3 2 2 1 2

Correspondence <1 <1 1 0 <1

None of These 1 1 0 2 1

Source: Defense Manpower Data Center, special analyses.

This section of the report has included both a presentation of military

performance data--primarily attrition rates--for GED holders, graduates, and

- nongraduates and an examination of other factors, both pre-service and

in-service, which cculd account for some of the observed differences between

education groups. lhe conclusions of this review can be stated quite simply:

The performance of GED holders is very similar to that of nongraduates, with

one or the other group appearing very slightly superior depending upon the

age, occupation, and cohort year examined. The difference between GED holders

- and high school graduates, on the other hand, is quite large and is affected

"only miiinimally by these other variables.

,'4
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GED/Accession Sample

S.,The ASVAB and AFQT were designed as aptitude measures for predicting

ability to profit from military training. In contrast, the GED tests were

"developed tc measure existing skills related to academic subject matter.

However, the distinction between aptitude and achievement tests becomes quite

fuzzy in practice. Despite the difference between the GED and ASVAB in terms

"of origins and purposes, the two batteries could be expected to yield highly

correlated scores. The AFQT has been shown to correlate highly with various

measures of reading ability (Mathews, Valentine, & Sellman, 1982), and it

,:seemed reasonable to expect ASVAB scores to be related also to other academic

skill measures included in the GED battery.

F 'The GED Testing Service made available a tape containing test scores,

age, and Social Security Numbers for all individuals who took the GED examina-

tion during April and May of 1980. The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC)
--. matched this tape with accession files for FYs 1979-1981, thus creating a

linked file for individuals who took the GED and entered service during the

specified time frame.

S"Sample Characteristics

This GED examinee/accession sample contains 307 individuals distributed

. across Services as shown in Table 22. As shown there, the Army had the larg-

4 est share of these accessions (42 percent) and the Marine Corps took relative-

ly few (6 percent). The sample is 88 percent male and 12 percent female,

closely approximating the distribution of the two sexes DoD-wide. The sample

* Lunder-represents blacks slightly relative to the Services generally: The GED/

accession sample is comprised of 19 percent blacks, 76 percent whites, and 4

percent other racial groups.
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Table 22

GED Examinee/Accession Sample by Service

Service Number Percentagea

Army 339 42

Navy 133 16
L Air Force 148 18

Marine Corps 47 6

Preinductee 99 12

"Army Reserve 25 3

Air Force Reserve 8 1

National Guard 8 1

--..- Source: Defense Manpower Data Center, special analyses.
aOf total sample of 807.

The ages at which sample members took the GED and entered service are

shown in Table 23. Most of these individuals took the GED at age 17 (33

percent) or 18 (25 percent). The most frequent age at time of service entry

"was 18 years (28 percent), followed by 17 years (25 percent), and 19 years (22

percent). Thus, although GED accessions traditionally have been somewhat

older than accessions as a whole, this GED/accession sample was quite young at

the time of service entry.

The proportion of the sample meiting American Council on Lilucation recom-

mended requirements for passing the GED examination is shown in Table 24.

Approximately 81 percent of the examinees in this sample met that requirement.

This percentage is considerably higher than that reported by ACE for all GED

"examinees (roughly two-thirds) or for the norming sample (74 percent). This

"high pass rate for individuals in the GED/accession sample no doubt results

from the fact that all accessions had to receive a qualifying AFQT -,:ore for

F their Service.

- . . .42



Table 23

Age at Time of Examination and at Accession for
GED Examinee/Accession Sample

Age at Testing Age at Entry
"" Age Number P.rcentagea Number PercentageO

23+ 31 5 64 8
22 9 2 27 3
21 14 2 41 5
20 28 5 79 10
19 74 13 174 22
18 145 25 224 28
17 188 33 198 25
16 & under 83 15 -- --

"Age unknown 235 --

" Total 807

Source: Defense Manpower Data Center, special analyses.
aof sample for which age at testing was on record

bof total sample

Table 24

"GED Performance of GED Examinee/Accession Sample

Test

Performanci Number, Percentagea

Pass 411 81

Fail 96 19

N3 Record 300

Source: Defense Manpower Data Center, special analyses.
aPercentage of sample with test outcome on record.
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"Table 25

Mean GED Subtest Scores for Examinees Entering
Military Service, FYs 1979-81

GED Subtesta n X SD

Writing Skills 697 45.33 6.80

Social Studies 671 48.74 7.13

Science 641 50.23 7.24

Reading Skills 640 49.34 7.25

"Mathematics 609 48.40 6.36

Source: Defense Manpower Cita Center, special analyses.
aGED subtest scores are on a standard score scale with a mean of 50 and

a standard deviation of 10.

Table 25 shows the performance of the sample on each of the GED subtests:

writir.g skills, social studies, science, reading skills, and mathematics.

Relative to the GED norming sample, military accessions holding GED creden-

tials do best on the science subtest (7=50) and poorest on writing skills
"'• (7=45)

"Relationship Between GED Scores and ASVAB Scores

"The DMDC accession file contains ASVAD scores only for those who quali-

fied for, and entered, service. Thus the range uf scores is restricted. To

better examine the relationships between GED examination scoes an(i ASVAB

scores, the GED April-May 1980 examinee file was matched aUalrist .)HADC's ASVAB
HF
"L examinee file (i.e., the full cohort of individuals who ajlplied for' miilitary

service rather than just those who entered). This 1,598-person match produced

"L . 44
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884 individuals who took the GED and ASVAB Form 5, 6, or 7 and 714 individuals

p who took the GED and ASVAB Form 8, 9, or 10.

Admittedly, these are still somewhat restricted samples since recruiters

"discourage those with obviously low aptitude or with poor scores on prelimi-

W, nary screening devices from taking the ASVAB. Nevertheless, even without

correction for restriction in range, the correlation between average GED sub-

test score and AFQT score is quite high: r=.75 for ASVAB 5, 6, and 7 and

.79 for ASVAB 8, 9, and 10. The correlations between subtests on the two

batteries are shown in Table 26. The ASVAB 8, 9, and 10 subtests with the

-'--lghest correlation to each GED subtest are shown in Table 27. The highest

correlations appe'r for the GED Math Subtest and ASVAB Arithmetic Reasoning

(.72), GED Social Studies and ASVAB Word Knowledge (.68), and GED Math and

ASVAB Math Knowledge (.67). The correlations in Table 27 as a whole suggest

* that the GED battery, like the ASVAB, places great emphasis on verbal and

reading skills.

45
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Table 26

3 Correlations between ASVAB and GED Subtests

GED Subtest

ASVAB 5/6/7 Writing Social Studies Science Reading Math

General Information .31 .48 .46 .37 .38
Numerical Operations .36 .32 .32 .34 .46
Attention to Detail .95 .02 .08 .07 .17
Word Knowledge .64 .65 .62 .62 .45
Arithmetic Reasoning .52 .51 .52 .44 .69
Space Perception .22 .25 .30 .22 .35
Mathematics Knowledge .56 .49 .52 .44 .66
Electronics Information .35 .44 .50 .37 .39
Mechanical Comprehension .37 .38 .44 .29 .44
General Information .53 .58 .61 .49 .48

••Shop Information --. 20 .33 .37 .22 .33
Auto Information .12 .23 .31 .19 .24

ASVAB 8/9/10

SGeneral information .51 .65 .v .56 .51
Arithmetic Reasoning .51 .55 .49 .46 .72
Word Knowledge .60 .68 .64 .6F. .48
Paragraph Comprehension .53 .63 .59 .59 .51
Numerical Operations .32 .21 .24 .22 .41
Coding Speed .24 .17 .20 .16 .29
Auto/Shop Information .26 .40 .44 .30 .41
M Mathematics Knowledge .53 .50 .49 .42 .67

' Mechanical Comprehension .37 .45 .44 .36 .49
Electronics Information .36 .48 .48 .36 .42

"Source: Defense Manpow-r Data Centcr, special analyses.

I ii •
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Table 27

ASVAB 8/9/10 Subtests Host Highly Correlated
"with Each GED Subtest

GED Ranking of Correlation Magnitude
Subtest 1 2 3

Writing WK (r=.60) PC (r=.53) MK (r=.53)

Social Studies WK (r=.68) GI (r=.65) PC (r=.63)

Science GI (r=.65) WK (r=.64) PC (r=.59)

Reading WK (r=.65) PC (r=.59) GI (r=.56)

Math AR (r-.72) HK (r=.67) PC (r=.51)

Key: WK = Word KnowleGgp
MK = Math Knowledg(
GI = General Information
PC = Paragraph Compreher. .ion
AR = Arit.he-tic Reasopin-

L.
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Summary and Conclusions

There is widespread concern on the part of the educational community and

the general public over the military's education policies and differential

aptitude standards for holders of different types of educational credentials.

Representatives of the GED program--the largest program of its type--have

raised questions concerning the military's treatment of persons with non-

traditional credentials. This report addressed issues involving both the

military representation of GED holders and the validity of current GED enlist-

ment policies and practices.

GED credential recipients are represented in the Military Services to a

larger exte.,t than they are present in the national 18 to 23 year old popula-

tion. Moreover, for the most part, the demographic characteristics of GED

accessions reflect those of the GED population nationally.

Although they are well-represented in the military, GED credential hold-

ers are not among the most preferred enlist*ment candidates. The performance

or military suitability indices examined suggest that as a group, GED holders

do not warrant preferential or high school graduate treatment for enlistment

purposes. For example, attrition rates (both adverse and total) have been

much higher for GED holders than for regular diploma graduates. When other

suitability measures, such as months served and retention neyond the first

term, are examined, GED holders again have failed to perform as well as high

school diploma graduates. Not only do the research findings which led to GEDs

becoming less preferred than diploma graduates continue to be confirmed, but a

slight, but increasing, tendency for nongraduates to outperform GEDs has
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. emerged as well. 2  The Services' selectivity with regard to the enlistment of

GED holders appears amply justified.

• *. Demographic and other potentially confounding variables are not respon-

K sible for these performance differences. For example, although attrition is

P known to vary by military occupation, assignment patterns did not account for

performance differences among education groups. GED holders show much higher

L" " attrition rates than high school graduates within all occupation groupings and

aptitude categories.

The only demographic variable with a substantial effect on this GED-

diploma graduate "attrition gap" was age. While there was still a 10-percent

difference between GED holders and diploma graduates in attrition rates among

K older accessions, this was half of the size of the gap for 17- and 18-year-old

- •accessions. Nevertheless, even the 10-percent gap found for older enlistees
I -

is quite substantial and translates into great dollar differences when the

Y" ]costs of training and equipping each recruit are considered,

These findings provide support for the Services' current enlistment

policies treating GED holders as less preferred candidates than high school

diploma graduates. The differential standards applied to the various educa-

tion groups and the military's desire to enlist high school graduates are

based upon suitability differences--not assumed differences in aptitude.

Aptitude--whether measured by the AFQT or the GED tests--has not been strongly

related to attrition. It seems that high school diploma graduates, on the

L .average, possess motivational or background qualities which make them better

suited than GED holders for military service. Possession of a GED credential

64"-

"2 This finding probably results from the greater selectivity applied to non-
graduate applicants, and does riot reflect upon the relative aptitude or job
performance of CED holders and nongraduates in the population as a whole.
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indicates that the individual has acquired academic content knowledge similar

to that of high school diploma graduates but does not necessarily mean that

the bearer has had the same social experiences or background as the tradi-

"r tional graduate.

From the evidence at hand, it is easy to see why GED holders have not

been actively recruited in recent years. As long as the supply of better-

I >suited high school diploma graduates is abundant (or at least adequate), fewer

"military positions will be available for GED holders and nongraduates. How-

p.-

"ever, the Services cannot rest assured that the recruiting market will remain

forever favorable, and it would seem prudent to find characteristics associ-

ated with military adaptability among less-preferred enlistment candidates.

"Currently, higher aptitude scores are required of GED holders and nongradu-

p , ates, but high aptitude does not make up fur iicreased attrition risk--it only

Sensures that the more trainable applicairts are accepted. The Services

- .. currently are seeking attitudinal and biographical measures which can be used

in screening from within non-diploma graduate applicants to identify the best

L candidates among this heretofore nonDreferred group. This research effort

S.-. ,'should be continued. Those non--high school graduates who would become effec-

"ti ve military recruits are an important source of military personnel. It is

in the best interests of DoD and the applicants that equitable, reliable,

valid, and unbiased methods be produced to optimally mat'' persons to military

"jobs on an individual rather than a group basis. This kind of research shows

promise in addressing that goal.
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